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APPENDIX D.  
ALASKA NATIONAL INTEREST LANDS  
CONSERVATION ACT  SECTION 810(A) 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATIONS  AND FINDINGS 

D.1 INTRODUCTION  

This summary of evaluations and findings has been prepared to comply with the requirements 

incumbent upon the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and U.S. Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) as established by Title VIII, Section 810, of the Alaska National Interest 

Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA).  It evaluates the potential restrictions on subsistence 

activities that could result from implementation of the alternatives considered in the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administrationôs (NASAôs) Final Environmental Impact Statement for 

the Sounding Rockets Program at Poker Flat Research Range (PFRR EIS). 

As described in the PFRR EIS, the NASA Sounding Rockets Program (SRP) has conducted 

missions from Poker Flat Research Range (PFRR) in interior Alaska since the late 1960s.  The 

environmental impact statement (EIS) evaluates four action alternatives that include continuation 

of the SRP at PFRR with varying amounts of search and recovery to retrieve payloads and spent 

rocket stages.  The EIS also evaluates a No Action Alternative, in which SRP operations, 

including launches and subsequent search and recovery efforts, would continue as currently 

conducted.   

Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIS provide a detailed description of the baseline conditions and the 

potential adverse effects on subsistence of the alternatives.  The analysis in this appendix 

leverages the detailed information presented in the EIS to evaluate the potential impacts on 

subsistence pursuant to Section 810(a) of ANILCA. 

D.2 THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

Section 810(a) of ANILCA states: 

ñIn determining whether to withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permit the use, 

occupancy, or disposition of public landséthe head of the Federal agencyéover 

such landséshall evaluate the effect of such use, occupancy, or disposition on 

subsistence uses and needs, the availability of other lands for the purposes sought 

to be achieved, and other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the use, 

occupancy, or disposition of public lands needed for subsistence purposes.  No 

such withdrawal, reservation, lease, permit, or other use, occupancy or disposition 

of such lands that would significantly restrict subsistence uses shall be affected 

until the head of such Federal agency: 

1. gives notice to the appropriate State agency and the appropriate local 

committees and regional councils established pursuant to Section 805; 
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2. gives notice of, and holds, a hearing in the vicinity of the area involved; and 

3. determines that (a) such a significant restriction of subsistence uses is 

necessary, consistent with sound management principles for the utilization of 

the public lands, (b) the proposed activity would involve the minimal amount 

of public lands necessary to accomplish the purposes of such use, occupancy, 

or other disposition, and (c) reasonable steps would be taken to minimize 

adverse impacts upon subsistence uses and resources resulting from such 

actions.ò 

To determine if a significant restriction of subsistence uses and needs may result from any one of 

the alternatives discussed in the EIS, the following three factors in particular are considered: 

 A reduction in subsistence uses due to factors such as direct impacts on the resource, 

adverse impacts on habitat, or increased competition for the resources; 

 A reduction in the subsistence uses due to changes in the availability of resources caused 

by an alteration in their distribution, migration, or location; and 

 A reduction in subsistence uses due to limitations on the access to harvestable resources 

such as physical or legal barriers. 

Subsistence evaluations and findings under ANILCA Section 810 also must consider cumulative 

impacts.  In the context of this evaluation, cumulative impacts are additive limitations on 

subsistence uses or resources caused by the proposed alternatives when considered within the 

context of past, present, and future activities affecting those same uses or resources.  Cumulative 

impacts are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.15, of the PFRR EIS. 

When analyzing the effects of the five alternatives, those villages that may harvest subsistence 

resources within or adjacent to the PFRR flight zones are considered (see Section D.4, below). 

D.3 PROPOSED ACTION ON FEDERAL LANDS 

Chapter 2 of the PFRR EIS (ñDescription and Comparison of Alternativesò) describes in detail 

the alternatives under consideration.  Following is a brief summary of each.  The primary focus 

of activity would take place within the PFRR flight zones, which include Federal, state, and 

tribal lands.   

Under all alternatives, impact and recovery of flight hardware would require the use of Federal 

lands.  As such, USFWS and BLM are required to respond to a request for such authorization, 

thereby taking an action connected to those alternatives proposed by NASA.  It is not known if 

USFWS and BLM will continue to issue authorizations for launch impacts on their respective 

lands in the future.  As such, the PFRR EIS considers both possibilities under the No Action 

Alternative and each of the alternatives described below.   
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D.3.1 No Action Alternative ï Continue NASA SRP at PFRR in its Present Form 

and at the Current Level of Effort 

Under the No Action Alternative, the SRP activities at PFRR would continue in their present 

form and at the current level of effort (approximately four launches per year).  NASA would 

continue to avoid the Mollie Beattie Wilderness Area within Arctic NWR.  Under this 

alternative, no significant efforts would be taken to recover spent stages unless desired for 

programmatic reasons, and payloads would be recovered as planned by the scientists.  See 

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.2, of the PFRR EIS for a full description of this alternative.  

D.3.2 Alter native 1 ï Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR Within 

Existing Flight Zones, with Environmental Screening for Recovery of New 

and Existing NASA Stages and Payloads (Environmentally Responsible 

Search and Recovery Alternative) 

Alternative 1 would continue NASA SRP launch and recovery operations at PFRR as in the 

recent past with enhanced efforts to track and locate existing spent stages and payloads.  

Launches would average 4 per year with a maximum of 8 per year.  Attempts would be made to 

recover newly expended stages and payloads within the PFRR flight corridor.  Spent stages and 

payloads would be recovered in an environmentally responsible manner if it is determined that 

they can be recovered safely.  See Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.3, of the PFRR EIS for a full 

description of this alternative.  

D.3.3 Alternative 2 ï Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR Within 

Existing Flight Zones, with Removal of Spent Stages and Payloads 

(Maximum Cleanup Search and Recovery Alternative) 

Alternative 2 is the same as Alternative 1, except maximum practicable effort would be exerted 

to recover newly expended and existing spent stages from downrange lands if it is determined 

that they can be recovered safely, even if the efforts result in some long-term environmental 

impacts.  See Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.5, of the PFRR EIS for a full description of this 

alternative.  

D.3.4 Alternative 3 ï Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR with 

Restricted Trajectories to Reduce Impacts on Designated Environmentally 

Sensitive Areas (Environmentally Responsible Search and Recovery 

Alternative with Restricted Trajectories) 

Alternative 3 is the same as Alternative 1, except trajectories of future NASA launches would be 

restricted to reduce the possibility of stages or payloads landing within areas identified as 

environmentally sensitive, such as designated Wilderness or Wild and Scenic Rivers.  See 

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.6, of the PFRR EIS for a full description of this alternative.  
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D.3.5 Alternative 4 ï Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR with 

Restricted Trajectories to Reduce Impacts on Designated Environmentally 

Sensitive Areas (Maximum Cleanup Search and Recovery Alternative with 

Restricted Trajectories) 

Alternative 4 would be the same as Alternative 2, except trajectories of future PFRR missions 

would be restricted to reduce the possibility of payloads or stages landing within areas identified 

as environmentally sensitive, such as designated Wilderness or Wild and Scenic Rivers.  See 

Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.7, of the PFRR EIS for a full description of this alternative.  

D.3.6 Landowner Non-Issuance of Authorizations  

In the instance that future authorizations for launch impacts are not issued by either of the 

Federal land management agencies, there would be notably different effects on NASAôs SRP at 

PFRR, depending on the landowner. Should BLM not issue its authorization, NASA could 

continue to launch a majority of its rockets; however, its largest rocket could no longer be used. 

Should USFWS not issue its authorization, NASA would discontinue its operations at PFRR.  

Only under the non-issuance of the BLM authorization would recovery of newly launched items 

take place.  However, under either non-issuance scenario, recovery of items from previous 

launches would still occur. In the case of USFWS non-issuance, recovery of such items would 

discontinue 10 years following the denial of the authorization. For both non-issuance scenarios, 

the level of effort associated with recovery operations, both for future and historic items, would 

correspond directly to that described under each of the five alternatives summarized above. 

D.4 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  

The region of influence (ROI) for subsistence use resources includes communities under or 

within 37 kilometers (20 nautical miles) of the PFFR launch site and flight corridor.  These 

communities include Arctic Village, Beaver, Birch Creek, Central-Circle Hot Springs, 

Chalkyitsik, Circle, Coldfoot, Fort Yukon, Kaktovik, Livengood, Stevens Village, Venetie, and 

Wiseman.  The ROI includes these areas because there are communities directly under the PFRR 

flight zones or ones that may travel into the areas beneath the flight zones to harvest subsistence 

resources in response to wildlife or vegetation availability (see Figures Dï1 through Dï9 for 

composite subsistence use maps for the larger communities).  A distance of 37 kilometers 

(23 miles) was used as a best estimate for the maximum distance traveled without the use of 

aircraft to harvest subsistence resources.  Detailed characteristics of these communities and the 

Game Management Units (GMUs) in which these communities are located and characteristics of 

the Federal and state subsistence uses, are provided in Chapter 3, Section 3.10, Table 3ï17, of 

the EIS. 

The PFRR launch site is within the Fairbanks North Star Borough, which is considered a 

nonrural area under Federal subsistence regulations and a non-subsistence area under State 

regulations.  Therefore, it is assumed that subsistence activities are not conducted in the 

immediate vicinity of the PFRR launch site.  
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Figure Dï1.  Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Arctic Village  
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Figure Dï2.  Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Beaver 
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Figure Dï3.  Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Birch Creek 



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Sounding Rockets Program at Poker Flat Research Range 

Dï8 JULY 2013 

 

Figure Dï4.  Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Chalkyitsik  



















http://yukonflatseis.ensr.com/yukon_flats/documents_FEIS.htm



	APPENDIX D.  ALASKA NATIONAL INTEREST LANDS CONSERVATION ACT SECTION 810(A) SUMMARY OF EVALUATIONS AND FINDINGS
	D.1 Introduction
	D.2 The Evaluation Process
	D.3 Proposed Action on Federal Lands
	D.3.1 No Action Alternative – Continue NASA SRP at PFRR in its Present Form and at the Current Level of Effort
	D.3.2 Alternative 1 – Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR Within Existing Flight Zones, with Environmental Screening for Recovery of New and Existing NASA Stages and Payloads (Environmentally Responsible Search and Recovery Alternative)
	D.3.3 Alternative 2 – Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR Within Existing Flight Zones, with Removal of Spent Stages and Payloads (Maximum Cleanup Search and Recovery Alternative)
	D.3.4 Alternative 3 – Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR with Restricted Trajectories to Reduce Impacts on Designated Environmentally Sensitive Areas (Environmentally Responsible Search and Recovery Alternative with Restricted Trajectories)
	D.3.5 Alternative 4 – Continue NASA SRP Activities and Flights at PFRR with Restricted Trajectories to Reduce Impacts on Designated Environmentally Sensitive Areas (Maximum Cleanup Search and Recovery Alternative with Restricted Trajectories)
	D.3.6 Landowner Non-Issuance of Authorizations

	D.4 Affected Environment
	Figure D–1.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Arctic Village
	Figure D–2.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Beaver
	Figure D–3.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Birch Creek
	Figure D–4.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Chalkyitsik
	Figure D–5.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Fort Yukon
	Figure D–6.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Kaktovik
	Figure D–7.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Stevens Village
	Figure D–8.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Venetie
	Figure D–9.   Primary Subsistence Use Area Surrounding Wiseman

	D.5 Subsistence Uses and Needs Evaluation
	D.5.1 Potential Impacts on Subsistence
	D.5.2 Evaluation Criteria
	D.5.2.1 The Potential to Reduce Populations
	D.5.2.2 Restriction of Access
	D.5.2.3 Increase in Competition


	D.6 Availability of Other Lands
	D.7 Findings
	D.8 References


